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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
Nature Of The Case 
Scott Arthur Worthington appeals from his judgment of conviction for 
felony DUI. He challenges the reasonable suspicion for the traffic stop leading to 
the felony DUI charge. 
Statement Of The Facts And Course Of The Proceedings 
Off-duty Idaho State Police Trooper Steve Otto contacted Worthington 
after seeing Worthington, in an apparent state of intoxication, approach a car with 
apparent intent to drive. (R., p. 16.) Initially Worthington complied with Trooper 
Otto's request that he not drive. (R., p. 16.) Trooper Otto notified the Jerome 
City Police Department that it was likely that Worthington would return to the car 
and would drive, and provided a description of Worthington and his car. (R., p. 
16.) Sergeant Jim Baker responded to the scene and observed a person 
matching Worthington's description get into the described car and drive away. 
(R., p. 16.) When Sergeant Baker pulled in behind the car, the driver, apparently 
trying to avoid police contact, immediately and abruptly pulled over onto a 
sidewalk. (R., p. 16.) Sergeant Baker contacted Worthington who appeared 
intoxicated, failed field sobriety tests, and had a SAC of .29/.28. (R., pp. 16-19.) 
The state charged Worthington with felony DUI. (R., pp. 9-14; 60-65.) At 
the preliminary hearing Worthington argued that because the state failed to 
establish who relayed Trooper Otto's information to Sergeant Baker, there was 
no probable cause for the stop. (Prelim. Tr., p. 26, L. 17 - p. 27, L. 18.) The 
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magistrate rejected the argument, characterizing it as a motion to suppress, and 
bound Worthington over. (Prelim. Tr., p. 27, L. 22 - p. 28, L. 1 O; R, p. 56.) 
Worthington filed a "Motion to Dismiss Pursuant to I.C. 19-815A," claiming 
that "no probable cause existed for Officer Baker to initiate contact with the 
defendant." (R, pp. 50-54.) The basis for the argument was the claim that 
because Sergeant Baker did not identify Trooper Otto by name at the preliminary 
hearing, Trooper Otto's information should be deemed to have come from an 
anonymous source. (Tr., p. 11, L. 19 - p. 12, L. 20; R., pp. 53-54.) The district 
court denied the motion. (R., p. 77; Tr., p. 14, L. 8- p. 16, L. 1.) 
On the day scheduled for trial, Worthington entered a conditional guilty 
plea as part of a plea agreement preserving his right to appeal the denial of his 
motion to dismiss. (Tr., p. 31, L. 12 - p. 53, L. 13.) Thereafter the court entered 
judgment from which Worthington timely appealed. (R., pp. 149-62.) 
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ISSUE 
Worthington states the issue on appeal as: 
Did the district court err when it denied Mr. Worthington's motion to 
dismiss? 
(Appellant's brief, p. 7.) 
The state rephrases the issue as: 
Has Worthington failed to establish that because Sergeant Baker did not 
identify Trooper Otto by name the district court erred by finding reasonable 
suspicion for the traffic stop? 
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ARGUMENT 
Worthington Has Failed To Establish That Reasonable Suspicion For The Traffic 
Stop Was Lacking Because Sergeant Baker Did Not Identify Trooper Otto By 
Name At The Preliminary Hearing 
A. Introduction 
The evidence presented at the preliminary hearing established that 
Trooper Otto encountered Worthington, saw that he was intoxicated, confirmed 
intoxication through a gaze nystagmus test, warned him not to drive, and then 
informed ISP dispatch to notify local law enforcement to watch out for 
Worthington driving. (Prelim. Tr., p. 6, L. 7 - p. 12, L. 11.) Sergeant Baker was 
dispatched to the scene based on the report from Trooper Otto. (Prelim. Tr., p. 
16, L. 2 - p. 17, L. 13.) Based on the description of the person and car provided 
through dispatch, Sergeant Baker stopped Worthington as he drove from the 
scene of his encounter with Trooper Otto. (Prelim. Tr., p. 17, L. 14 - p. 19, L. 
14.) 
On appeal, Worthington argues that because "Sergeant Baker did not 
identify" Trooper Otto by name in his preliminary hearing testimony "the district 
court should have treated the tip as anonymous," and therefore the district court 
erred by not finding a lack of reasonable suspicion for the stop. (Appellant's 
brief, pp. 10-12.1) This argument is without merit because all information known 
1 Worthington characterizes his motion to dismiss as a motion to suppress. 
(Appellant's brief, pp. 8-9.) Because the challenge made both below and on 
appeal is to reasonable suspicion for the traffic stop, the state concurs in this 
characterization and will likewise analyze the issue under Fourth Amendment 
standards. 
4 
to law enforcement must be considered in the reasonable suspicion 
determination. 
B. Standard Of Review 
In reviewing an order granting or denying a motion to suppress evidence, 
the appellate court applies a bifurcated standard of review. State v. Purdum, 147 
Idaho 206, 207, 207 P.3d 182, 183 (2009) (citing State v. Watts, 142 Idaho 230, 
232, 127 P.3d 133, 135 (2005)). The appellate court will accept the trial court's 
findings of fact unless they are clearly erroneous, but will freely review the trial 
court's application of constitutional principles in light of the facts found. Purdum, 
147 Idaho at 207, 207 P.3d at 183 (citing State v. Diaz, 144 Idaho 300, 302, 160 
P.3d 739, 741 (2007)). 
C. The Collective Knowledge Of The Police Provided Reasonable Suspicion 
For The Stop 
It is well-settled that a police officer may, in compliance with the Fourth 
Amendment, make an investigatory stop of an individual if that officer entertains 
a reasonable suspicion that criminal activity is underway. State v. Gallegos, 120 
Idaho 894, 896, 821 P.2d 949, 951 (1991 ); Terry v. Ohio, 392 U.S. 1 (1968). It is 
equally well settled that an officer may rely on information provided by another 
officer to justify the stop. United States v. Hensley, 469 U.S. 221, 231 (1985) ("if 
a flyer or bulletin has been issued on the basis of articulable facts supporting a 
reasonable suspicion that the wanted person committed an offense, then reliance 
on that flyer or bulletin justifies a stop"); State v. Van Dorne, 139 Idaho 961, 963-
64, 88 P.3d 780, 782-83 (Ct. App. 2004) (citing Hensley). "[A]n official police 
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communication does provide probable cause ifor arrest or issuance of a search 
warrant] so long as the communication itself is based upon sufficient information 
to constitute probable cause." State v. Deschamps, 94 Idaho 612, 613, 495 
P.2d 18, 19 (1971 ). "An officer in the field may rely on information supplied by 
other officers, and the collective knowledge of police officers involved in the 
investigation-including dispatch personnel-may support a finding of probable 
cause." State v. Carr, 123 Idaho 127, 130, 844 P.2d 1377, 1380 (Ct. App. 1992) 
(citing State v. Cooper, 119 Idaho 654,659,809 P.2d 515,520 (Ct. App. 1991)). 
See also State v. Baxter, 144 Idaho 672, 677-78, 168 P.3d 1019, 1024-25 (Ct. 
App. 2007) (referencing "collective knowledge doctrine"). 
Applying this correct legal standard there is no doubt that the information 
held collectively by the police justified a finding of reasonable suspicion for the 
stop. Trooper Otto's observations provide ample evidence that Worthington was 
under the influence. (Prelim. Tr., p. 6, L. 7 - p. 12, L. 11.) Sergeant Baker's 
observations support the belief that Worthington was operating a motor vehicle. 
(Prelim. Tr., p. 16, L. 2 - p. 17, L. 13.) The district court properly concluded that 
the traffic stop of Worthington's vehicle was supported by reasonable suspicion 
of DUI. 
On appeal Worthington "acknowledges that Officer Otto was the source of 
the tip and relayed the information to dispatch." (Appellant's brief, p. 11.) He 
nevertheless argues that this Court should treat Trooper Otto as an anonymous 
tipster. (Appellant's brief, pp. 11-12.) Because Worthington's argument is 
directly contrary to applicable law, which requires the court to evaluate all 
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evidence known to the police, he has failed to show error in the denial of his 
motion to suppress. 
CONCLUSION 
The state respectfully requests this Court to affirm the judgment of 
conviction. 
DATED this 9th day of December 2011. 
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